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ADVISORY ACTION 

1 . Applicant's amendment to claim 7 introduces new limitations which were not 
previously considered, which requires further consideration. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 9-8-09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

3. Regarding applicant's representative [hereinafter applicant] arguments directed 
to the MPEP 707.07(f); no rejection was repeated since every rejection in the prior office 
action included new grounds of rejections. 

4. Applicant asserts that Haartsen '297fails to teach splitting a wireless ad hoc 
network, because the unit remains a member of the first Pico net. However, the 
examiner finds the argument not persuasive because the claims only require to split the 
wireless network and Haartsen discloses a wireless terminal which stop using a Pico 
net for a time out period and meanwhile creates and uses a new Pico net (see col. 6, 
lines 7-30), which can be properly equated to splitting a wireless ad hoc network. If the 
wireless terminal later on wants to return and resume communication that limitation is 
not restricted in the claim. 

5. Applicant asserts that Haartsen '297 fails to teach a creation of a new Pico net. 
Please, see col. 6, lines 10-11, were Haartsen clearly recites "and establishes 
connections for a new piconet , designated piconet B". 

6. Changing to the second reference Haartsen '372, applicant submits that in this 
reference there is no additional bandwidth is provided. As disclosed in the arguments 
Haartsen '372 reallocated the bandwidth in the network from some terminals to others 
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(see col. 1, lines 13-17; col. 5, lines 49-56; col. 7, lines 25-41), thereby for the terminal 
requesting the bandwidth additional bandwidth is provided. 

7. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., checking for a bandwidth overload) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

8. With respect to the third reference Schmidt, applicant recites that the reference 
fails to teach that the central controller check if the wireless terminal requires more 
bandwidth, as shown in the arguments by the applicant, the request of additional 
bandwidth is equated to the teaching that the central controller check if the wireless 
terminal requires more bandwidth. The Schmidt reference was not relied for the 
limitation of creating new networks; please see the references to the primary reference 
Haartsen '297. 

9. Therefore, the combinations Haartsen '297, Haartsen '372 and Schmidt teach all 
the limitation as claimed. 

10. Regarding the arguments directed to claim 2, the cited section of col. 5 and 6 of 
Haartsen '297 of the rejection of record relies on the creation of the Pico net rather than 
when the unit leaves Pico net. 

11. As to claim 4, applicant asserts that Haartsen '297 fails to disclose that the 
connections to wireless terminals that cannot be interrupted are not interrupted. It is 
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noted that the claim merely require not moving the terminals, other interruptions may 
come. 

12. For claim 5 applicant asserts that Haartsen '297 fails to teach a command to 
initiates a network change of the receiving unit; Haartsen '297 discloses sending a 
paging message to the slave unit to establish the new Pico net (see col. 6, lines7-30). 
As to the arguments directed to Haartsen '372, the rejection in record did relied on that 
reference, but Haartsen '297. 

1 3. The arguments for claim 7 includes the new limitations which were not entered, 
thereby the arguments are moot. 

/Marcos L Torres/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2617 



